Introduction
In The Power of Inaction: Bank Bailouts in Comparison, Professor Cornelia Woll asks a question of fundamental importance: "What was the nature of power finance wielded over the fate of the economy and the crisis management in 2008, which affected the lives of so many?" 1 To measure the effective power that the financial industry wielded during the crisis, Woll compares the terms of bailout packages that governments adopted in six countries in the aftermath of the 2008 financial crisis. She contends that financial institutions were more likely to receive larger amounts of public support, and to make minimal contributions to rescue plans, in nations where the financial industry's influence satisfied three important factors. The first two factors relate to the effective political power of the financial industry. Thus, Woll finds that the terms of public bailouts were most advantageous to the financial industry in nations where the industry held the highest levels of structural power and productive power. The third factor is whether the financial industry had the ability to adopt a position of "collective inaction" and, therefore, to reject government calls for industry contributions to help resolve the financial crisis. 2 The first two factors in Woll's analysis -structural and productive power -have been widely studied and documented in popular and academic literature. Structural power arises from the economy's dependence on the financial industry for its health and strength. 3 Productive power is created when the financial industry exploits its structural influence to promote public policies that favor the industry. 4 The third prong of Woll's thesis -the power of "collective inaction" -is a new concept that distinguishes Woll's analysis of financial power from previous studies. Woll persuasively argues that the financial industry's ability to engage in collective inaction was a crucial factor that forced governments to adopt bailout measures that favored the financial sector. 5 Collective inaction occurred when the financial industry refused to act collectively and did not make significant contributions toward the cost of rescuing troubled financial institutions. By successfully pursuing a strategy of collective inaction, the financial industry forced the government to use public funds to pay for rescuing failing banks. 6 Conversely, in countries where the banking sector felt obliged to cooperate with the government and contribute to rescue programs, governments were able to engage in "intervention that did not weigh heavily on the public budget." 7 Woll illustrates the power of collective inaction in three comparative case studies. Each of Woll's case studies considers a pair of countries in which the financial sector had similar characteristics and wielded similar levels of structural and productive power. Woll compares the United States and the United Kingdom (two liberal, market-based economies), France and Germany (two examples of bankbased economies with large universal banks), and Ireland and Denmark (two small, open economies). 8 Despite similar economies and financial sectors, the government responses within each set of paired countries were quite different. In some countries, government agencies felt obliged to rescue the financial sector by committing vast amounts of public funds. Other governments emerged as successful crisis managers and were able to force the financial industry to make significant contributions toward the costs of rescue programs. In some countries, the financial industry was obliged to comply with onerous new regulations and experienced the crisis as "the end of an era, which effectively ended the world they had once known." 9 In other countries, the financial sector experienced the crisis as an "unpleasant, yet shortlived" crisis, which did not "change their fundamental advantages." 10 Woll demonstrates that an important distinguishing factor in each of her paired case studies was the financial sector's ability or inability to refuse to cooperate with the government in financing bailouts. Financial institutions were most powerful in those countries where they succeeded in avoiding a collective response and forced national policymakers to rescue banks with public funds.
In order to prevent bailouts that rely primarily on public resources during the next crisis, Woll warns that policymakers must understand the conditions under which the financial industry can successfully avoid an obligation to act collectively. In that regard, she argues that a crucial factor in determining whether the financial industry can refuse to act collectively is whether the largest financial institutions are relatively strong and therefore do not need to call on the government for public support. As indicated below, we agree that the health of leading financial institutions is a relevant consideration. However, we believe that Professor Woll has understated the central importance of the financial industry's political clout in defining the industry's ability to resist appeals for collective rescue programs. As discussed below, her case studies strongly indicate that the financial industry's power of collective inaction is likely to be greatest when the industry as a whole wields a very high level of political influence.
2 Structural power: How the economy's dependence on the financial sector increases the financial industry's influence
Woll borrows Michael Barnett's and Raymond Duvall's definition of power as "the production, in and through social relations, of effects on actors that shape their capacity to control their fate." 11 During the last financial crisis, the financial industry attempted to use its structural power to secure government bailout programs that favored the industry by drawing primarily on public funds rather than industry contributions. Thus, the first key component of finance power is the structural power that financial institutions derive from their specific role in the economy, including the degree to which the economy's overall performance depends on the financial industry.
12
Analysis of the structural dynamic between the leading business sectors and the state has a longstanding tradition in academic studies. As scholars have shown, business sectors that play leading roles in a capitalist economy wield structural power because the government desires to achieve economic growth 11 Michael Barnett & Raymond Duvall, Power in International Politics, 59 Int'l Org. 39, 45 (2005) . 12 Woll, supra note 1, at 46-50; see also Pepper D. Culpepper & Raphael Reinke, Structural Power and Bank Bailouts in the United Kingdom and the United States, 42 Politics & Society 427, 431, 441 (2014) , available at http://www.carloalberto.org/assets/events/Pepper-30oct2014.pdf (describing "structural power" as a power that "flows from the economic position of the firm in an economy," which provides "a resource on which banks draw deliberately in bargaining with the government").
and is therefore inclined to agree to demands made by those business sectors. 13 In a country with a large financial sector, the financial industry is likely to enjoy a high degree of structural power. The dependence of the economy on financial intermediaries for investment and credit, combined with the threat that large financial institutions may shift their operations outside of a country if its policies are unfavorable, will provide the financial industry with significant influence over other sectors of the economy and the government. 14 The particular relationships among banks, other providers of financial services, business firms, and the government are important in defining the nature of structural power. 15 In bank-based economies, governments depend primarily on the ability of banks to provide credit to the real economy. In market-based economies, governments depend on both banks and the capital markets to promote economic growth and, therefore, are primarily concerned with maintaining financial market stability. This distinction implies that governments in market-based systems will focus on the welfare of the largest financial institutions whose failure would be likely to undermine financial stability. 16 The size, scope and power of "too big to fail" banks have increased as financial products and markets have become more complex and as the financial sector has grown larger in many developed economies. Even so, as indicated above, the relationship between the financial sector and the state is likely to differ based on the particular type of financial system that is found in each country. Governments in bank-based economies will be strongly inclined to rescue banks in order to save the economy, while governments in marketbased economies will be likely to save the most important banking or nonbanking financial institutions in order to stabilize their financial markets. 17 A second factor that determines the structural power of the financial industry is the size of its activities in relation to the economy of a country. 18 In small countries with large banking industries, such as Ireland and Denmark, governments will place a very high priority on avoiding serious potential harm to the financial sector. 19 The growth of structural power can also be seen in larger countries with highly developed financial markets, such as the United States. The size, economic significance, and political influence of America's financial sector have expanded enormously over the past thirty years, a phenomenon that some analysts have described as the "financialization" of the U.S. economy.
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Between 1978 and 2007, the U.S. financial sector grew from 3.5% to 5.9% of the economy, measured by its contribution to gross domestic product (GDP).
21
The structural power of the financial industry can be high in both bankbased and market-based economies, as shown in Woll's case studies. Wall Street and the City of London are the two most important global financial centers, and the United States and the United Kingdom have highly developed capital markets that are actively supported by government policy. Finance has increasingly assumed a central role within both nations' economic growth strategies. 22 In terms of the financial industry's structural power, France and Germany are also quite similar, with a strong tradition of bank-based finance but with a growing role for capital market activities. Because the largest French and German banks are universal banks, they wield a high degree of power and influence due to their combination of banking and capital markets services. The increasing reliance of the French and German economies on their financial sectors, and the desire of both governments to create major financial centers in continental Europe, have enhanced the structural power of the financial industry in both France and Germany.
23
The structural power of finance was also very high in both Ireland and Denmark, because both countries experienced a rapid expansion of their financial industries relative to the size of their economies during the period leading up to the financial crisis. Both governments encouraged financial innovation Rev 1283 Rev , 1406 Rev -07 (2013 , available at http://ssrn.com/abstract=2327872 (stating that the "far-reaching deregulation of the U.S. financial services industry after 1980 and the resulting proliferation of new financial activities and products promoted rapid growth in the industry's size, profitability and compensation."). 21 Bureau of Economic Analysis (2015, October 29) . Gross Domestic Product, Expanded Detail, 24 Despite all these similarities, the six nations approached bailouts very differently. Woll therefore concludes that it is not sufficient to understand the structural power that the financial industry wields in a particular country. We must also understand how the financial industry uses its structural power to secure favorable public policies. This leads her to a consideration of productive power.
3 Productive power: How the financial industry exploits its privileged position within the economy to secure favorable treatment
The theory of productive power also has a strong academic pedigree. First developed by Foucault through his analysis of political authority, 25 the concept of productive power explains how citizens decide to accept the political framework through which they are governed. 26 After showing that the financial sector holds a privileged position within many developed countries, Woll turns the theory of productive power away from its initial focus on citizens to study how governments themselves are influenced through social relations between government officials and industry representatives. 27 She emphasizes the importance of closely intertwined networks linking public officials and executives from the financial sector. She further explains how those networks can produce and maintain not just a "light touch" approach toward regulating finance, 28 but also a general positive ideology that promotes the welfare of finance. 29 Woll contends -correctly, in our view -that this regulatory mindset in favor of finance and light-touch regulation is a product of (i) shared social experiences between government officials and that "what was good for Wall Street was good for America." 32 The term "regulatory capture" 33 does not necessarily imply that financial regulators are corrupt in the sense of accepting bribes, or that their actions are consciously motivated by selfish personal interests. Instead, regulatory capture typically occurs when regulators share the worldview and the preferences of the industry they supervise, and when regulators believe that they are acting in the public interest by supporting the industry.
34
One of the authors of this review (Wilmarth) has similarly attributed much of the financial sector's political clout to the extensive professional and social contacts that take place between senior government officials and top executives in the financial industry. Financial regulators identify with the views and experiences of industry leaders because both groups have similar educational and professional backgrounds and engage in policy discussions in numerous venues. 35 Likewise, Andrew Baker concludes that "cognitive capture" results from similar training and a shared belief in the same policy goals, all of which contribute significantly to the financial industry's influence. 36 Johnson, Kwak, and Wilmarth argue that the "revolving door" encourages regulatory capture by promoting a continuous interchange of senior personnel between elite government posts and executive positions within large financial institutions and their professional service providers. 37 Woll emphasizes that the most important impact of the revolving door is the production of "worldviews, meanings, and interpretations that develop from shared experiences," so that government policymakers sincerely believe that they are serving the greater good by adopting policies favored by the financial industry. 3.2 The highly technical nature of modern finance and the insulation of policymaking from public accountability encourage regulators to adopt pro-industry views
Woll also cites the "technicality" of finance and the relative insulation of financial regulatory policy from public accountability as contributing factors to the productive power of the financial industry. 39 In specialized, relatively obscure areas where the general public has little knowledge or interest, policymakers are likely to feel most comfortable in basing their decisions on private discussions with industry representatives. 40 Michael Moran has referred to this phenomenon as the "wink-and-nod" method of governance, in his analysis of financial regulation in the United Kingdom. 41 Similarly, Pepper Culpepper has argued that business influence is much greater in "quiet politics," where issues are negotiated in secret without much public attention.
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The highly technical and complex nature of "innovative" financial products has encouraged the belief that regulators should give great deference to industry expertise when regulatory policies are developed. Anat Admati and Martin Hellwig argue that financial industry representatives deliberately use the "mystique" of The fragmentation of financial regulation frequently creates regulatory competition among government agencies that supervise different types of financial products, such as those generated by retail, commercial, and investment banking services. The evolution of different regulatory arrangements for various types of financial institutions can create fragmented and overlapping networks. In addition, financial institutions can increase their leverage over policymaking if they are allowed to choose their regulators for different activities. Thus, regulatory fragmentation and competition can lead to regulatory arbitrage that weakens governmental control. 45 Wilmarth points to regulatory arbitrage in the 1990s and 2000s as a source of financial sector influence in the United States. He states that the industry "actively promoted" regulatory competition and "pushed agencies to adopt policies that would please their existing constituents and attract new ones." The resulting regulatory arbitrage "undermined the ability and willingness of regulators to apply rigorous supervisory policies. It is true that we cannot point solely to lobbying resources as the source of all financial sector influence. However, lobbying activities, together with political contributions, appear to contribute significantly to the financial industry's political clout. As Wilmarth has pointed out, (1) the financial sector in the United States has spent huge sums on political contributions and lobbying, (2) the financial sector's political clout increased as commercial banks joined forces with securities firms and insurance companies to create a unified industry perspective, and (3) the industry received excellent returns from the political investments it made during the period leading up to the financial crisis. Between 1994 and 2007, "the financial industry achieved a series of landmark legislative victories and also defeated numerous bills that tried to impose tighter constraints on subprime and Alt-A mortgage lending." 50 An International Monetary Fund (IMF) staff study concluded that lobbying by the financial industry between 1999 and 2006 significantly improved the likelihood of passage for bills favored by the industry and also increased the probability of defeat for bills opposed by the industry. 51 Another study by Benjamin Blau and others found that politically influential banks received significantly larger amounts of TARP assistance, compared with banks that 47 Admati & Hellwig, supra note 43, at 9-10, 96, 199 
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were not actively involved in politics. For every dollar that financial institutions spent on lobbying during the five years prior to TARP, the same firms received about $500 of additional TARP support. 52 Johnson and Kwak also point to the 1990s and 2000s as a period of rapidly increasing political contributions and lobbying by the financial sector that led to major changes in laws and regulations that favored the industry. 53 Thus, there appears to be a strong connection between the industry's deployment of political contributions and lobbying resources and the industry's productive power -i.e., its success in achieving favorable policy outcomes.
3.5 Woll's case studies demonstrate the importance of productive power
Woll concludes that the financial industry wielded a high degree of productive power in the United States, the United Kingdom and Ireland, where the regulatory approach "enshrines a low level of constraint, high risk-taking, and fragility of financial institutions as a positive contribution to the economy." 54 High productive power in all three nations can be seen in the adoption of lighttouch financial regulatory regimes as well as close relationships among financial, political and regulatory elites.
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Woll contends that the financial sector's productive power was less pervasive in Denmark and Germany and least significant in France. 56 France and Germany both have "market-shaping" 57 approaches to financial regulation; however, France's regulatory framework was relatively stricter and more centralized. 58 Denmark had a particularly stringent regulatory structure with several crisis-related policy instruments that were adopted following the Scandinavian financial crisis of the early 1990s. 59 Woll's cases studies demonstrate that productive power is not simply the result of elite social networks that link government officials with industry insiders. For example, the French banking system has been referred to as a "cartel-like structure" 60 and an "informal consortium," 61 due to the highly concentrated nature of the French banking industry as well as common education and work experiences shared by heads of French banks and government officials. Even so, Woll considers the financial sector of France to wield the least amount of productive power because France has a long tradition of government intervention (e.g., state ownership of banks was common until the 1990s) and the government has maintained strong oversight of the principal activities of the financial industry. 62 The French experience suggests that tight business-government relations could be less effective in manipulating governmental policies if proper regulatory restraints are established and enforced. Overall, Woll's case studies demonstrate that the resources of the financial industry and the links that industry insiders maintain with policymakers are substantial everywhere. However, productive power is not sufficient by itself to explain the variations in bailout policies that existed among the six countries included in Woll's case studies. Those significant differences in bailout policies caused Woll to examine how financial industry insiders and government officials actually dealt with each other during the 2008 financial crisis. After studying 57 Lucia Quaglia, The 'Old' and 'New' Politics of Financial Services Regulation in the European Union, 17 New Pol. Econ. 515, 518-22 (2012) , available at http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/13563467. 2012.622360 (comparing a "market-shaping" approach to financial regulation, which prioritizes financial stability and consumer protection through rule-based regulation, to a "market-making" approach, which emphasizes the objectives of competition and market efficiency through light-touch regulation and private sector governance). Econ. 562, 562-85 (2012) . 62 Woll, supra note 1, at 112-15; see also Quaglia, supra note 57, at 520-22 (stating that France led the "market-shaping coalition" in the EU, which was characterized by "prescriptive, rulebased regulation" and a "strong steering action from the public authorities").
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those interactions, Woll focused her attention on the power of collective inaction displayed by the financial industry in four out of her six case studies. The third element of Woll's thesis, and the most innovative, analyzes the conditions under which the financial industry will or will not act collectively to save itself in times of crisis. During the financial crisis, governments everywhere tried to encourage collective participation by the financial sector in support of official rescue programs. In four of the six countries studied by Woll, the financial industry refused to participate in rescue programs and forced the government to use public funds to prevent the collapse of the financial system. 64 Collective inaction was the preferred strategy for the financial industry because that strategy shielded financial institutions from the need to contribute their own funds to support government rescue programs. However, collective inaction was a successful strategy only in those countries where the financial industry had sufficient strength to withstand the government's pressure. 
When is collective inaction possible?
Woll derives her theory of collective inaction from Mancur Olson's Logic of Collective Action, which seeks to understand the conditions under which collective action will or will not occur. Olson demonstrates that small groups have an advantage over large groups when it comes to organizing collective action. In larger groups, even if everyone has an interest in supporting the public good, self-interested individuals will decline to participate if their support cannot be enforced, because they can free ride on efforts made by others. In contrast, the incentive to free ride is weakened in small groups, where the lack of participation of individual members can be monitored and sanctioned. The same type of conflict exists during banking crises. All banks recognize financial stability as a public good, but helping to rescue failing competitors will impose costs that banks prefer to avoid. When the failure of a financial institution could impair the stability of the entire industry, banks will evaluate whether their only realistic choice is to contribute to a collective rescue, or whether they could be successful in forcing the government to pay for the bailout with public funds. If financial institutions believe that the government has adequate resources for the bailout and will not allow a systemically important institution to fail, and if institutions also believe that they will not incur serious sanctions for refusing to help, they will adopt a strategy of collective inaction and "free ride" on a bailout financed entirely by public funds. 67 Woll examines the circumstances under which the financial industry can be reasonably confident that the government will allow the industry to decline to cooperate. In Woll's view, the likelihood of collective inaction within the financial sector depends on relationships between the various types of financial institutions that make up the industry as well as their individual motivations for participating in a joint rescue program. She believes that the structural power and productive power of the financial sectors are important factors, but she views them as "only enabling conditions."
68 She contends that the pivotal factor is the health of leading financial institutions: "If the most significant ones or a significant portion of a country's financial industry has no need for government support, individually, this is likely to lead to collective inaction." 69 Healthy institutions can refuse to cooperate because their survival is not dependent on government support: "They may agree on the benefits of a rescue scheme, in general, but can afford to gamble with the government in the hope that the government will pay for the bailout rather than the industry." 70 However, Woll's emphasis on the health of leading financial institutions, as the most important factor supporting a strategy of collective inaction, does not fully answer some key questions. Why do strong leading financial institutions conclude that they have a choice not to help in saving failing competitors and maintaining the stability of the entire economy? Why do they not fear the potential adverse effects of refusing to cooperate in government rescue plans, including the possibility of reprisals by government agencies? These questions lead us back to a consideration of the industry's political clout (productive power). In our view, major financial institutions do not need to fear the consequences of refusing to cooperate in countries where (1) there has been a consistent public policy in favor of the financial sector, or at least its most significant members, (2) the government has the necessary resources to prevent the collapse of the financial system (i.e., the financial system is not "too big to save"), and (3) the largest institutions can therefore be reasonably confident that the government will use public funds to save systemically important banks and will not punish other large banks who refuse to help. A consistent pattern of favorable regulation, as demonstrated by Johnson, Kwak, Adam Levitin, 71 and Wilmarth, typically is produced by political contributions, lobbying activities, close industrygovernment relations, and regulatory arbitrage. Woll's thesis sheds important light on the reasons why leading financial institutions would prefer a strategy of collective inaction, and why those financial institutions might be willing to adopt that strategy despite its potential risks. However, we believe that Woll does not give sufficient attention to the crucial interaction between the (i) cost-avoiding preferences of "too big to fail" institutions and (ii) their ability to wield political influence that can shield them from tighter governmental supervision and meaningful public sanctions.
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In sum, the authors of this review agree with Woll's thesis to the extent that the power of collective inaction is a very significant phenomenon that helps to explain why some countries adopted bailout policies that were highly favorable to the financial industry while other countries did not. However we have reservations about Woll's thesis to the extent that she assigns less importance to the financial industry's political clout as a factor that determined whether the financial industry was successful in adopting a strategy of collective inaction. To explore this area of disagreement, we turn to Woll's six case studies to evaluate the relative importance of political clout and the health of leading financial institutions as factors that determined whether the financial industry successfully adopted a strategy of collective inaction.
71 Adam J. Levitin, The Politics of Financial Regulation and the Regulation of Financial Politics: A Review Essay, 127 Harv. L. Rev. 1991 Rev. , 2037 Rev. -49 (2014 . 72 Johnson & Kwak, supra note 20, at 90-92, 120-44; Wilmarth, supra note 20, at 1288-95. 4.2 Where and why did collective inaction occur?
The United States and the United Kingdom
The financial industries of the United States and the United Kingdom enjoyed comparable structural and productive power, in large part because those nations had long traditions of following market-oriented policies and had established the two most important global financial centers. In both countries, the financial industry refused to contribute to collective plans to rescue failing financial institutions, despite the efforts of both governments. The unsuccessful attempt by the U.S. Treasury and the Federal Reserve to organize a collective rescue of Lehman Brothers was a notable example of the government's failure to promote collective action by systemically important institutions. 73 Collective inaction by the largest U.S. and U.K. financial institutions forced both governments to fund costly bailouts, an outcome that supports Woll's thesis. However, it is important to examine the reasons why the financial industries in both nations were successful in refusing to act collectively. Woll focuses on the health of leading banks in both countries. She argues that, in the United States, strong banks like JPMorgan Chase and Wells Fargo were able to adopt a strategy of collective inaction because they did not need government support. Similarly, in the United Kingdom, three major banks with large international operations -HSBC, Barclays, and Standard Charteredadopted a similar strategy of collective inaction. 74 However, questions remain as to why the stronger U.S. and U.K. banks felt they could take the risk of allowing other large financial institutions to fail. The answer appears to lie partly in the banks' confidence that the government could and would intervene with public funds, and partly in the industry's formidable productive power. In other words, the strongest big banks were convinced that (1) the U.S. and U.K. governments would rescue their weaker peers, allowing them to reap the indirect benefits of government bailouts without paying the costs, and (2) they would not incur any serious sanctions for their uncooperative behavior, in view of their privileged positions as major sources of economic power and political influence. Woll points out that there were significant differences between the government bailouts that followed collective inaction in the United Kingdom and the United States. When U.K. officials realized that the strongest banks would not 73 Woll, supra note 1, at 94-107. 74 Woll, supra note 1, at 171-72; see also Culpepper & Reinke, supra note 12, at 438-41, 447 (arguing that HSBC had significant operations abroad and could credibly threaten to move its headquarters outside the United Kingdom if the government intervened too strongly).
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voluntarily contribute to a collective rescue program, the government adopted a bailout scheme that contained much more onerous terms than those offered to banks in the United States. 75 In our view, this important difference in bailout terms resulted from two factors related to political power that went beyond considerations of institutional health. First, the U.K. financial industry retained substantially less political clout after the bailouts compared to the U.S. financial sector because the U.K. bailouts were substantially larger in relation to the size of the U.K. economy. As a result, public anger against big banks in the United Kingdom was significantly more intense than it was in the United States. In the aftermath of the bailouts, public outrage greatly diminished the City of London's traditional influence over public policy in the United Kingdom, while Wall Street was considerably more successful in obstructing financial reform efforts. 76 Second, although both countries had a history of light-touch regulation with repeated concessions to financial institutions, the political influence of the financial sector in the United States was particularly strong due to the sector's massive campaign contributions and lobbying expenditures, as well as the rapidly spinning revolving door. 77 For both reasons, we believe that the largest U.S. banks had a significantly greater capacity to resist unfavorable government policies and, therefore, had less reason to fear a government backlash when they did not join government rescue programs. As Woll points out, the U.S. financial industry was correct in believing that it could forgo collective action without incurring severe government sanctions. Compared to the United Kingdom, the United States financial sector effectively received a "free bailout."
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The foregoing comparison indicates that the most important source of the financial industry's ability to adopt a strategy of collective inaction is its political clout (productive power). Although the health of leading banks, such as JPMorgan Chase, Wells Fargo, Barclays, HSBC, and Standard Chartered, certainly played a role in supporting the collective inaction of the two financial sectors, the financial health factor cannot fully explain why U.S. banks were more successful than their U.K. peers in avoiding bailouts with onerous terms.
France and Germany
The banking sectors in France and Germany wielded similar structural power due to both nations' long history of bank-based economies. Traditionally both nations adopted regulatory policies that were more interventionist than those of the United States and the United Kingdom, and both nations offered fewer opportunities for financial innovation. (However, as noted below, the stringency of bank regulation in Germany weakened considerably during the 1990s and 2000s, as German authorities sought to enable their largest banks to compete with U.S. and U.K. banks, and to promote Frankfurt as a rival to New York and London.) Compared with the financial sectors of the United States and the United Kingdom, the financial industry had a lower productive power in continental Europe, particularly in France.
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Despite the similarities in structural and productive power between the French and German banking industries, the German bailout placed a much greater strain on the public budget because large commercial banks refused to support a collective rescue program. When sharp divisions between the different segments of the German banking industry blocked collective action, "the government was left with no other options than to pick up the bill if it wanted to avoid a complete collapse of its banking sector and possibly its entire economy." 80 Woll contends that the most important reason for collective inaction by the German banking industry was that Deutsche Bank, the largest commercial (universal) bank, was a healthy institution. Deutsche Bank would have been the most important contributor to a collective rescue program, but Josef Ackerman publicly expressed his opposition to a collective program and also declared that Deutsche Bank did not need government support to withstand the crisis.
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In contrast, the French banking industry cooperated with the French government to organize a private-public rescue plan. Woll attributes this collective action to the fact that there were only six important French banks, 82 and all but one of them needed some degree of public assistance. The only French bank that clearly did not need government support was Crédit Mutuel, but that bank was 
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"one of the smallest French financial institutions" and therefore "had no clout in the collective negotiations." 83 Woll is correct in pointing out that all of the largest French banks needed public support, and they therefore felt obliged to accept collective plans for liquidity provisions and recapitalization by the French government. Even so, BNP Paribas was a comparatively strong bank, and it improved its financial position after closing investment vehicles that had been exposed to the US housing market. Nevertheless, BNP's chairman, Michel Pébéreau, played a central role in designing the French plan.
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Why were the leading financial institutions in France willing to work toward a collective solution, while Deutsche Bank refused? In France, as Woll points out, the financial sector exercised less productive power. Pre-crisis regulation was relatively strict in France. By contrast, Germany adopted a more permissive attitude toward the banking industry during the decade leading up to the financial crisis. German officials applied lax accounting rules and allowed German banks to engage in subprime lending and investment activities through special purpose entities, in part because Germany wanted to promote a financial sector and a financial center (Frankfurt) that could compete on equal terms with their U.S. and U.K. counterparts. 85 In addition, Deutsche Bank was by far the largest and most important German bank and had extensive international operations (with only 27% of its income derived from Germany). Like HSBC, but unlike the big French banks, Deutsche Bank had sufficient international standing and enough political clout to refuse to cooperate with the German bank rescue plan. 86 Thus, Deutsche Bank's greater political potency -including its ability to shift operations from Germany to other countries -appears to have been an important factor that may explain why Deutsche Bank (unlike the leading French banks) could afford to play a game of "chicken" 87 with its national government.
Ireland and Denmark
Woll's final pair of case studies addresses two small European countries with "substantial financial development, a homegrown housing market bubble, and a In contrast, Ireland's banking industry enjoyed ample productive power. Irish banks expanded rapidly during the decade leading up to the financial crisis and became extremely large compared to the Irish economy. Ireland's bank regulators adopted a lax approach that was similar to the United Kingdom's "principles-based" system with "light touch" oversight, due in part to Ireland's close economic links with the United Kingdom. 93 Woll acknowledges that the productive power of the financial industry in Demark "appears to be lower than in Ireland…. In Ireland, it was very high." 94 Therefore, it seems likely that the reasons for the willingness of Danish banks to contribute to the Danish government's rescue plan were similar to the reasons why French banks adopted a cooperative response. In both Denmark and France, the banks needed public support and also did not believe that they had enough political influence to resist a collective response.
In contrast, the Irish banks enjoyed significant political clout due to their rapidly expanding importance within the Irish economy as well as their strong alliances with real estate developers, who exerted great influence over the Irish government. Moreover, the Irish government was committed to an "extremely light-touch financial regulatory regime" in order to achieve Ireland's goal of becoming a global center for attracting operations by "offshore" financial institutions. 95 The largest Irish banks apparently felt quite confident that their government would commit public funds for a generous bailout scheme that would not require any contribution from the banks. 96 The confidence of the Irish banks proved to be well-placed. The Irish government issued blanket guarantees that protected depositors and senior bondholders in the Irish banks. The guarantees were so far-reaching that they triggered a sovereign debt crisis. Ireland was ultimately forced to accept a bailout of more than $110 billion from the EU, the European Central Bank (ECB), and the IMF. 97 During the past three years the Irish economy has gradually recovered from its deep slump, and Irish banks have also revived, thanks in large part to the open-ended bailouts they received. The Irish government placed Anglo-Irish Bank into liquidation and prosecuted several of its senior executives. However, the other leading Irish banks (including the two largest, Allied Irish Bank and Bank of Ireland) survived the crisis after receiving government bailouts. 98 The banks' political allies, large real estate developers, have also returned to prominence as housing construction has resumed. 99 This evidence suggests that the surviving Irish banks may have retained a substantial portion of their productive power despite Ireland's financial crisis.
Conclusion
Professor Woll's book argues persuasively that the financial sector's willingness or refusal to act collectively can be a decisive element in shaping bailout terms and also in measuring the power that the financial sector wields over national governments. However, we disagree with her view that the health of leading financial institutions is the most important factor in determining whether the financial sector can resist a collective rescue plan. While institutional health is certainly a significant factor, we believe that the productive power (political clout) of the financial industry is even more important in affecting the industry's ability to refuse the government's call for collective action. In the United States, United Kingdom, Germany and Ireland, financial institutions avoided contributing to government rescue plans because of the political influence they wielded. In the United States and Ireland, financial institutions received the most generous bailout terms because they possessed the highest levels of political influence among the six national industries analyzed in Professor Woll's book. We agree with Professor Woll that it is essential to understand the economic and political circumstances that enable financial institutions to adopt a strategy of collective inaction when a financial crisis occurs. However, we believe that Professor Woll's analysis understates the potential threat posed by the political influence of systemically important financial institutions. Financial reform efforts must emphasize the goal of diminishing the financial industry's political influence, because that influence presents the single greatest obstacle to the adoption and implementation of government policies that would serve the public interest rather than the industry's preferences. Reform efforts should seek to reduce the financial industry's political clout by addressing problems created by political contributions, lobbying, the revolving door, and excessively concentrated industry structures.
